"For one to be a revolutionary at all, there must be a revolution. Isolated individual endeavour, for all its purity of ideas, is of no use, and the desire to sacrifice an entire lifetime to the noblest of ideas serves no purpose if one works alone, solitarily, in some corner of America, fighting against adverse governments and social conditions which prevent progress . . . . And now we have come to the nucleus of the problem we have before us at this time. Today one finally has the right and even the duty to be, above all things, a revolutionary doctor, that is to say a man who utilizes the technical knowledge of his profession in the service of the revolution and the people. But now the old questions reappear: how does one actually carry out a work of social welfare? How does one unite individual endeavour with the need of society? We must review again each of our lives, what we did and thought as doctors or in any function of public health, before the revolution. We must do this with profound critical zeal and arrive finally at the conclusion that almost everything we thought and felt in that past period ought to be deposited in an archive, and a new type of human being created. If each of us expands his maximum effort towards the perfection of that new human type it will be much easier for the people to create him and let him be the example . . . ." (2) At the meetings of the American Psychiatric Association in Miami in 1969 and in San Francisco in 1970 there was shock, pain and hostility as radical psychiatrists 'did their thing'. However not all was anxiety -there was a small minority who were curious, responsive and who even joined the radicals.
The difference between radical and liberal responses among psychiatrists on psychi- (1972) atric as well as political issues must be clarified. There is a vein of radicalism in medicine and particularly in psychiatry which includes Benjamin Rush, Marat, Spock, Fanon and many others.
To distinguish between a radical and a liberal position in a circumscribed area such as automobile safety and a global issue such as racism (both of concern to the health professions) it should be realized that in the case of automobile safety the conventional engineering study of the car and the psychological study of the driver would be classified as politically conservative. Ralph Nader's 'creative consumerism' is a liberal-reformist position and Norman Mailer's solution is a radical one -to ban automobile traffic from the streets. Perhaps an analogy in the area of racism would be more meaningful. An analysis of the black urban uprising as black power versus white power is a conservative position. The liberal-reformists blame historical white racism for urban problems and a radical position is the understanding of the United States as a racist society with racist institutions.
H should be recalled that there was a liberal caucus at the American Psychiatric Association meeting in Boston in 1968 which supported Spock's efforts for peace in Vietnam, the Poor Peoples Campaign (then camped in Washington), more government money for the cities and so on. These demands were politely debated, no one got angry and there was no real consideration of the involvement of the American Psychiatric Association in the responsibility for racism, militarism and poverty. That caucus was organized by Richard Morrill, and lessons were learned from it. In the broader perspective it seems that radicals in psychiatry are responding to what the sixties called the Triple Revolution -the weaponry revolution, the human rights revolution and the cybernation or automation revolution (8) , and the cultural revolution could be added to this list. These issues not only interfere with the development of humane society but they threaten the destruction of American civilization. They all involve physical and mental health.
The weaponry revolution with its potential for the nuclear and bacteriologic destruction of everyone and everything has several medical spokesmen: Victor Sidel (7) on bacteriological warfare, Robert Lifton (4) who has talked about Hiroshima, Isadore Ziferstein(9) who discussed the psychological preparation of the American people for genocide in Vietnam and Peter Bourne, a psychiatrist who saw genocide in Vietnam.
In the human rights area 'tokenism' and half measures (largely unsuccessful) continue the oppression by Americans of 'Third World-Black-Brown-Indian-Poor-White' people, both within its borders and throughout the world. What are the physical and mental health issues here? One dramatic example is that out of the first one hundred heart transplants in the United States there were sixty-four black donors and one black recipient (3) which is a record even for the United States health system, but it is reminiscent of the experimentation carried out on the American black slaves before the Civil War to develop ceesarean section and general anasthesia. When statistics are compared, the health of black people in the last generation has not improved at the same rate as that of white people -between 1942 and 1960 infant mortality during the first year of life improved only 70 per cent for black people, whereas for white people the improvement was 90 per cent (1) .
Cybernation and automation are threats to leisure, education and family life. The cultural revolution meets with a great deal of resistance while it offers new methods of dealing with human consciousness, lifestyle, sex, drugs, art and so on, raising many health issues.
Of course, there were a number of medical and health people who were politically involved in the old organizations; Physicians Forum which began in the thirties, the Association of Interns and Medical Students in the forties, the black physicians in the National Medical Association and the liberal wing of the American Public Health Association. In the sixties the organizations which assumed leadership and included psychiatric participation were; Physicians for Social Responsibility from 1961, the Medical Committee for Human Rights from 1964 and the Student Health Organizations in 1966. Their history is another topic (5) but their members, ideology and climate have energized the Radical Caucus of the American Psychiatric Association.
What specifically did the Radical Caucus offer their colleagues? An answer to this question was the platform of the Radical Caucus in Miami in 1969 and it was also their program in 1970 in San Francisco. In 1969 the Radical Caucus supported the Black Caucus, which said that the major mental health problem of the United States is racism. The Black Caucus went on to say that black psychiatrists have been excluded from positions of influence and authority in the American Psychiatric Association (APA) and the National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH). The APA is indifferent to the social and psychological needs of black people. The Black Caucus demanded greater participation in the structure and control of AP A as well as of NIMH, de-segregation of all mental health facilities and also increased participation by black psychiatrists in training students in a manner relevant to the needs of black people.
The Radical Caucus endorsed a comprehensive health care system which is federally financed and controlled by local communities. It called for high quality childcare programs under public auspices, freely available as an alternative to exclusively family-based child rearing. Another demand was the repeal of all laws which make use, possession or sale of any drug a criminal offence. A statement on war included opposition to military conscription and demanded that the AP A end all complicity with the military so long as the war in Southeast Asia continues, suggesting that psychiatrists voluntarily serving in the Armed Forces be subject to expulsion from APA membership. They supported the youth movement by asking for recognition and action on the basic causes of unrestracism, exploitation of human resources, military mentality and irrelevant education, with special recognition for the Black Panthers and Students For A Democratic Society. The Radical Caucus denounced the repression by health institutions against personnel who side with the community, including medical students and psychiatric residents. The Radical Caucus through its Women's Caucus demanded that women have total control over their own bodiesthat abortion be freely available, that birth control information and devices should be openly advertised and obtainable by women of all ages -an end to male supremacy in psychiatry and an end to women's position as 'legal' domestics in the home or as exploited public workers. The statement on the politics of housework and child care demanded that they be equally distributed among all those who benefit from them.
The Radical Caucus at the AP A meeting in 1970 in San Francisco was concerned about Cambodia, Kent State and Jackson State, all of which occurred just before the AP A meeting in May 1970. The black, anti-war and youth movements were supported in their protests against war in Cambodia and murder at Kent and Jackson State Universities. The Radical Caucus already had a history and dialogue of its own ( 6) and communicated by reading Radical Therapist (Box 1215, Minot, North Dakota) and Health Rights News (710 S. Marshfield, Chicago).
What does all this mean to psychiatry? This is a public attack on the belief in the psychiatrist, the mental hospital, the university department and community mental health centre. It is being said that these are not the authority and should no longer be believed at face value. This is also an attack on the oppression caused by many of the traditional systems of psychiatry, the use of drugs, diagnosis, commitment, individual therapy and so on. It is a recognition of psychiatry as a sedative-tranquillizing force, helping the survival of the social order, and it is a challenge to psychiatry to become a liberating force in a radical and new conception of society.
There is also the matter of style. Radical style of organizing and intervening certainly has given some life to the APA and has caused people to think, whereas the traditional professional meeting is deadly and most people, including the speakers, are sleep-walking throughout.
In any event, what are the goals of the Radical Caucus? The most important goal is the destruction of the American Psychiatric Association, which is the psychological branch of the American Medical Association. This is necessary but not sufficient if the American people are to build a new mental health system within a new health system which is community controlled, without cost to the recipient and engaged in liberating rather than imprisoning people.
The second goal in decreasing order of importance is to reach students, young doctors and other people attending the meeting, in order that they do not form the misconception that there is one position on these issues.
Third in order of importance is to reach AP A members, and contact was made with those who had long ago given up hope of any real communication at their meeting.
Fourth and least important is to change the APA itself. Why change something that you have destroyed? Obviously, because the AP A or an equivalent mental health organization could play a useful role in communication and social activism if it were totally different -after being destroyed and re-constituted.
The Radical Caucus continues to threaten the psychiatrists with reality!
